
From: .Pete/Lydia Chadwick <chadwick@sonnet~�om> ~, "
To: DFG_HQ.HQI{RBRODDRI)
Date: 7/15/98 5:10pm,I     , ~ ~ ..... ¯

Subject: CALFED Preferred Al~ernatives

following. iS,,s0me, a Xification of rthe. most  ignificant
transmittedthe other day and some less .significant commentM:

1. ’�onveyance, p.,  onditi0n-   ,do not   derstand thena=ow ngof
water quality ~c0nsiderations to include only bromide i~sues. .The urban
water agencies and to.a lesser extentSan.rjoaquinValley farmers have always
c°nsldered th~-elqwer salinity~°f Sacrament0 River wa~er t°"be ~ biq benefit
of~an, isol~ted faCilit~..~ Have they.abandoned.that position orhas CALFED

,misr’~ad the issue? It is of.concern environmentally because the lower the
salinity of a water supply the more,potential wastewater reclamation has.
i., e. the lower the, salinitythe.more times,you canrecyCle
becomes too.saline ~f0r,,.further use. ,I believe this .Potential app!ies~,
primarily to.urbanwater supplies. More recycling could translateto less

¯ demand on.diversions from the Del~a,and less environmental impacts. The
vaiidity.of aba~doningthis consideration needs to be questioned.

~ 2.Conveyance p., 6 condition h- I do not.~understand ~therationa~efo~ tying
¯an isolated facility ~O "progress towards regional:surfacestorage’. ’It

seems to-tie two benefits to wate~ users together,, .Many people~bei~eve t~t
there are no financially feasible surface storage projects. If that is
true, legitimate needs for isolated conveyance could,be-frustr~ed, for~:
inappropriate reasons. We should seek deletion of

6~ .3, ~ppendix~B-2 Monitoring etc. item:2- . The major work :on ~defi~ing W~t
adaptive management really means is delayed unUilstage 1 rathe~
dealt with in the ROD. Many, of us See it as.a key assurances issue, should
it be included ~n the list of assurances to.,be included in the ROD on page

4. South Delta I~rovements p. B-II-items 5, 6, and 7..Based ~n ~DT
recommendatio~s,~.the d~aft Phase IIreport recommends, a single new CvP/SWP
fish screen at the intake to Clifton Court ’. Th6 �omb~ined effect;0f items 5,
6, and 7 is to abandonthat and-adopt~permanent::separa~e CVP an~iSWP
screens. ,I believe the primary driving forceis the desire offish facility
research, folks in the.Bureau to.procede with their plans~for fish facility
research at Tracy. ~Most comments by members of the Fish Facility Technical
~eam ~n~the m~utes’ o~--f their~recent meetinq ,indicate. that the primary v~ew ¯
of the Co~mittee.fav0rs a consolidated diversion at the-intake to Cli~o~
Court as the IDT recQmmended. ,Besides the optimization of fish screen
o~erations, questions ~bout linkage of the CVPand SWP systems, may not have

¯ been thought Out, adequately. This should be questioned and probably
referre~ to the Management Team for more throough review-.

¯ ~29~ 5. ’p. 4 para 2, 3d" from last line: ,’CALFED may not" be able to rule out"
should be "CALFED can,notrule out".

~ 6. p. 7 Surface storage a, Should be divided into two separate conditions,
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